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REMARKS: 

In the Office Action the Examiner noted that claims 1-20 are pending in the application, 
and the Examiner rejected all claims. 

By this Amendment, claims 1-3, 7, 10, 13 and 16-20 have been amended. No new 
matter has been presented. The Examiner's rejections are traversed below, and reconsideration 
of all rejected claims is respectfully requested. 

Thus, claims 1-20 are pending and under consideration. The rejections are traversed 

below. 

REJECTIONS UNDER 35 USC §103: 

In item 3 on page 2 of the Office Action the Examiner rejected claims 1-20 under 35 
U,S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,944,791 (Scherpbier ). The 
Applicants respectfully traverse the Examiner's rejections of the remaining claims. 

Scherpbier does not teach or suggest "sending the Web page to the first device and to 
each client device including the second device determined to be in a group relationship with the 
first device" and "displaying the Web page on the first device, the second device... where each 
client device is sent a notification regarding a connection as slave client", as recited in claim 1 for 
example. 

Instead, Scherpbier downloads applets to a pilot computer and a passenger from the 
control module (see, col. 4 r line 25-30 and Fig. 2) and then displays the page selected by the 
pilot computer only on a passenger computer. In other words, Scherpbier silent regarding "first 
device" and "each client device including second device" in "a master-slave communication" 
where the second device "responds to commands of the first device operating as the master 
device and each client device is sent a notification regarding a connection as slave client", as 
taught by the claimed invention (see each of independent claims 1-3, 7, 10, 13 and 16-20). 

The Examiner appears to assert that the feature of sending the web page to the second 
device and each client device is taught by Scherpbier . However, there is no mention of "group 
relationship" between the pilot computer 18 and the pilot computer 24 in Scherpbier. Further, 
the group relationship taught by the claimed invention includes "first device" and in addition 
"each client device including second device." 

The Examiner acknowledges that Scherpbier does not teach the first device and the 
second device are switchably operable as the master device and the slave device responsive to 
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a user request However, the Examiner maintains that it would be obvious to make a 
modification to Scherpbier because the same states that the pilot computer and the passenger 
computer can be any suitable computers and only needs to download pilot and passenger 
applets. However, as recited in claim 1 for example, the first and said second device are 
switchably operable as the master device and the slave device "responsive to a user request" 
while the computers in Sche r pbier are preset as a passenger or pilot computer and are not 
,l switchably operable/' 

Further, even assuming arguendo that Scherpbier does disclose the features discussed 
by the Examiner, the Applicants respectfully submit that there is no motivation to modify the 
teachings of Scherpbier, The Examiner stated that the modification of S cherpbier would be 
obvious to be able to function as a master device or a slave device in response to a user request 
to act as the master (initiate flight request) or the slave (board flight). 

Absent hindsight, the record, however, fails to provide the required evidence of a 
motivation for a person of ordinary skill in the art to perform such modification. While Scherpbier 
may state that any suitable computer may be used as the pilot computer and the passenger 
computer, Scherpbier fails to suggest why a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would be motivated to incorporate the switchabfe operation of the devices such as 
discussed in relation to the claimed invention. 

For at least the above mentioned reasons, dependent claims are also patentably 
distinguishable over Scherpbier 

Therefore, withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested, 

CONCLUSION: 

By this Amendment, claims 1-3, 7, 10, 13 and 16-20 have been amended. Thus, claims 
1™20 are pending and under consideration. 

There being no further outstanding objections or rejections, it is respectfully submitted 
that the application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that effect is courteously 
solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 
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If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 

Respectfully submitted, 
STAAS & HALSEY LLP 



Date: Olk^Uotf By: /kv^ ^Ltfk 

Tern nit Afework J 
Registration No. 58^202 

1201 New York Ave, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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